mechanism whereby scholars deposit an electronic copy of their work at the time they submit to journals for publication consideration. Whether scholars can legally do so having transferred copyright, other questions about academic copyrights, and attempts to reconcile copyright policy with electronic technologies for an open scholarly publishing system, have been raised in the contexts of specific nations or a group of countries (Oppenheim, 1996 , Mossink, 1999 . Scholarly communication is, however, a global enterprise, copyright models for open access have been proposed (Creative Commons, 2005) and global open access archives have been operating in disciplines like high energy physics and computer science for more than a decade now. Librarians have been active in the advocacy of digital repositories as a tool to transform scholarly journal publishing and communication. (Coleman & Bracke, 2003) . LIS scholars were encouraged to participate by depositing digital copies of their scholarly works in dLIST, contributing to an LIS information commons and thereby building a global scholarly communication consortium, albeit loosely concomitant. However, for dLIST to be effective in facilitating the inclusion of peer-reviewed journal literature, the need for a deeper understanding of the self-archiving policies of LIS journals was recognized. The dLIST CTA study was undertaken in order to understand LIS publishers' stances as expressed in journal copyrights.
The rest of this paper reviews the literature on self-archiving in the context of the Open Access (OA) movement, presents our analysis of ISI-ranked LIS journals (n=52), and discusses the results including their implications for academic authors and the journal publishers.
Literature Review
Self-archiving, whereby an author deposits digital copies of his or her works in a publicly available website, preferably one compliant with the Open Archives Initiative-Protocol for Metadata Harvesting (OAI-PMH), is one of two key strategies for reaching the goals of the OA movement -the open availability of the research outputs of a discipline (BOAI, 2002; Eprints, 2005) . The other strategy is open access publishing, through electronic journals openly available on the WWW. For Harnad rights are not used by publisher within specified period. Under US law, although the full term of copyright is now 70 years as in Europe, authors nevertheless have an opportunity to claim back rights 35-40 years after publication.
In the garden of open access Eden, copyright, considered a barrier to self-archiving is somewhat contradictorily the "non-problem" and the "poisoned apple." (Harnad, 1999; Eprints, 2005) . Copyright should not be a problem because recent estimates reveal that over 90% of scholarly journal publishers in all disciplines allow some form of self-archiving; the majority of academic authors should feel free to self-archive. Yet the greater part of the peer-reviewed literature in many disciplines continues to be toll-gated and unavailable openly since authors feel that having transferred copyright to the publisher they no longer have the right to self-archive. Many studies have thus sought to develop an understanding of the attitudes of both publishers and authors towards self-archiving and copyright.
Findings germane to our investigation of the self-archiving policies of publishers of ISI-ranked LIS journals are presented below. Oppenheim et al (2000) reported on a study of 187 publishers in UK. The majority of them were scholarly journal publishers and corroborated the general view of the publishing industry as a small number of large publishers with a long list of smaller ones. There were three types of publishers, commercial, learned societies, and university presses. "Of the respondents, 70% either agreed or strongly agreed that copyright infringement was a key concern and over 60% of respondents believed that electronic distribution created unknown legal liabilities." But publishers were aware of their own limitations; that is "fear over copyright implications can often arise as a result of poor education and awareness amongst publishers." (p. 386). They also saw the need for users to be educated about copyrights.
The UK RoMEO project (August 2002-July 2003) conducted a comprehensive series of studies that examined the intellectual property issues faced by self-archiving academics from a variety of different perspectives -the academics, publishers, CTAs, OAI data and service providers (Gadd et al, 2003a-d; 2004a , 2004b . A summary of their key findings is available (Gadd et al, 2003e) . Pertinent results are summarized.
The RoMEO author survey elicited 542 respondents, of whom 540 were from 57 countries (Gadd et al, 2003a) . Keeping in mind that copyright law varies by country and hence in conferring copyright ownership, there was considerable confusion among academics as to who they thought owned copyright; the majority thought they own it. Regardless, 90% still assign copyright in exchange for publication with 50% doing so reluctantly. Of those that retain copyright, the majority signed exclusive license agreements instead, most of which were as restrictive as copyright assignment. These findings led the team to ask what it is about copyright that academics want. They concluded that most academic authors are primarily interested in preserving their moral rather than economic rights, but "are often unaware that copyright, as well as offering protection for moral rights (in some cases) also grants them a series of exclusive "economic" rights to deal with the work, and if these are assigned on an exclusive perpetual basis, they are no better off than if they had assigned copyright itself." (p. 261) Eighty publisher CTAs were examined representing all disciplines and top-ranked ISI journals. 90% of them asked for copyright assignment (72 of the 80) but only 45% (36 of the 72) explained why they needed the copyright assignment; to protect against copyright infringement was the most popular reason given (20 of the 36). Of the 72 publishers asking for copyright assignment four also gave authors the alternative option of signing an exclusive license agreement; five of the remaining eight asked for an exclusive license and three asked for a non-exclusive license (Gadd et al, 2003a) .
Exclusive licenses are another name for copyright assignment and Gadd et al (2003e) warn academics not to sign exclusive licenses. Although 42.5 % of the publishers allowed self-archiving there was no consensus on the conditions (which version and where) under which it could take place (Gadd et al, 2003d ).
There is increasing evidence that the number of publishers who allow self-archiving is rising with the passage of time and as a function of publishers gaining experience with electronic technologies. The
ISI study of open access journals by McVeigh (2004) suggests that over 55% of the journals and over 65% of the journal articles, indexed in Web of Science, are produced by publishers who allow some form of self-archiving. Rather ironically, the same study also reported that only 239 OA journal titles were indexed in the ISI citation databases representing approximately 2.6% of the nearly 9000 journals in the Web of Science and approximately 1% of the 20,000 journals in ISI Web of Knowledge.
Given the rise in publisher acceptance of self-archiving and the growing number of digital repositories, researchers have started to turn their attention to the self-archiving behaviors of faculty. In the US, Foster and Gibbons (2005) examined faculty work practices. They gathered observational data that would help them improve the growth of content in their institutional repository at the University of Rochester. Like subject-based or disciplinary archives, institutional repositories (IR) are also OAI-PMH compliant but unlike subject-based repositories, they are not cross-institutional and not all content need be open. Rather, they are restricted to members of the particular institution they serve.
That is, only institutional members works can be deposited in IR (Crow, 2003; Lynch, 2003) . In an ideal world, cross-institutional disciplinary repositories (also called centralized archives) are clearly better for the development of subject services that can aid, innovate and transform scholarship and research (Lynch 2003; Brogan, 2003) . However, IR, after a slow start appear to be a viable and successful if also a controversial strategy for universities to regain control of the content they have traditionally given away to publishers (Kulkarni, 1995; Atkinson, 1996a Atkinson, , 1996b Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 1997; Agrawal, 2001; McSherry, 2001 ). Foster and Gibbons found "[f]aculty members think in terms of reading, researching, writing, and disseminating. They think about the specifics of their research area, whether neutrinos, German film, prosody, or the Congressional Black Caucus. But say "institutional repository" to them, and there is little response." Although the faculty in the study did not identify with the 'institutional repository' phrase, they cared a great deal about ownership and control of who has access to their intellectual works. Therefore, Foster and Gibbons support the recommendation of Gandel, et al (2004) to use "personal digital libraries or repositories" as the terminology to hook faculty participation in IR. Swan and Sheridan (2005) With regard to copyright, Swan and Brown found that over one quarter of authors responding, all disciplines, did not know who owned copyright. This is a number which rises when permissions and only self archivers are considered; 36% of those who self-archive, again all disciplines, did not know if they needed to ask for copyright permissions before self-archiving (p. 56).
40% of LIS respondents were unaware of self-archiving as an option for open access compared with 71% in all disciplines and 66% in the Humanities (Table 21 , p. 43) and LIS archivers, like the majority of the respondents who self-archived, were also depositing more postprints than preprints (p. 27).
Only 10% of all respondents in the Swan and Brown study (2005) were aware of the RoMEO/SHERPA directories; these are directories which categorize the self-archiving policies of publishers and their journals (SHERPA, 2005) .
Research Question
What are publishers' stances towards self-archiving as expressed in their journal copyright transfer agreements?
Methods Used
The Thomson-ISI journals in the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) in the Information Science, Library Science subjects category were selected for analysis (Thomson-Scientific, 2005) . ThomsonScientific, is better known as ISI, and thus we mix and use Thomson-ISI or ISI.
Three people conducted the web searches for the journals, publishers, CTAs, and supplementary documents (for example, copyright policies and manuscript submission guidelines). All three were also engaged in the subsequent analysis; a partial list was first analyzed by a graduate research student who had a law degree and was engaged in LIS graduate study. A larger list of 200 journals, including the 57 ISI-ranked journals, was searched for on the web during two different periods in Spring 2005 and analyzed by a graduate research student in LIS with a doctorate in anthropology. Finally, I re-did anew all the searches and analysis. A fourth person was responsible for design and development of the dLIST Directory, a web-accessible database that shows the results of our findings for each journal.
Appendix 1 provides a description of the journal record in the Directory.
For purposes of the analysis, self-archiving was strictly defined as author deposit of author post print in an OAI-compliant, open access archive. But, as in other studies (Gadd et al, 2003a; Swan and Brown, 2005) Unknown classification (when CTA is not found)
Results
There was a total of 57 journals on the Thomson-ISI list. 2 foreign language titles, the ASIS monographs series and two duplicate titles were dropped making the total number of journals available the number and titles of LIS journals that do or do not make their CTAs available on the web. Table 2 categorizes the types of journal publishers, their names and the number of ISI-ranked LIS journals published by each type of publisher. Here is a quick summary of the findings with regard to selfarchiving in CTAs:
• 20 journals make their CTAs publicly available (38%) • Irrespective of whether the CTA was publicly available or not, it is sometimes supplemented with other documents and it became difficult to limit the analysis to the CTA only;
• Varying levels of self-archiving are allowed;
• Whenever self-archiving is allowed, no matter the level, publishers would like information about copyright ownership and the full citation given. Table 3 provides a snapshot view of the self-archiving positions possible and the number of LIS journals that subscribe to them. A fuller discussion also follows dividing the 20 journals into two groups: the first presents the data for five journals that represent open access journals as well as two ends of the spectrum of self-archiving and the second discusses the rest of the 15 journals in terms of specific ambiguities. Lastly, data collected for the 32 journals with no CTAs are briefly presented. ** At the time we were planning the study (2004), Elsevier announced a policy of self-archiving of postprints but limiting "publisher's versions" to institutional repositories and so we added this category but it did not prove to be a useful distinction (IR versus subject-based, cross-institutional repositories) with other journals or publishers. Scientometrics, a Springer publication, offers open choice for which the author pays (see Figure 2 ).
Asking LIS authors to pay $3000 per article for open access seems a bit optimistic. No traditional CTA is available on the journal website. Spring offers its authors Open Choice (see above) and the CTA URL points to the Open Choice License and price information is copied below. "Price and Payment Information The basic fee for Springer Open Choice is $3,000 USD, which can be invoiced in Euros. The order must be placed, and payment received in full (if not ordered by an institution), prior to publication. Springer Open Choice may be ordered directly from SpringerOnline.com, we recommend that the contact author (or his/her institution) place the order. Payment can be made by any party via credit card (recommended, and mandatory for orders from individuals), check, or invoice but may not be split among parties. Invoicing will be done according to the location of the paying party (designated in the "Bill to" section of the Order Form). Customers providing payment from the Americas will be charged in US dollars, and customers providing payment from Europe, Africa, and Asia will be charged in Euros. VAT is not included in the $3,000 price and will be added, at a standard rate, for customers who receive invoices in Euros." Color: Related Journals:
n/a Blackwell also has a separate self-archiving page on its websitehttp://www.blackwellpublishing.com/static/selfarchive.asp. According to it, 1) Authors are allowed to self-archive preprints and postprints in OAA but 2) postprints may have an embargo period depending on journal. (see Figure 4) Two aspects of the JASIST CTA are puzzling; one, granting back 'preprint rights' is questionable (depends on when the CTA is signed) and two, the use of the listserv as one example of the external systematic distribution method by which preprints may not be distributed. Publishers such as Taylor & Francis also include this phrase but appear to view it differently as in the same section they explicitly allow self-archiving in open access repositories (Taylor & Francis, 2005a; 2005b) . "OTHER RIGHTS OF CONTRIBUTOR Wiley grants back to the Contributor the following: 1. The right to share with colleagues print or electronic "preprints" of the unpublished Contribution, in form and content as accepted by Wiley for publication in the Journal. Such preprints may be posted as electronic files on the Contributor's own website for personal or professional use, or on the Contributor's internal university or corporate networks/intranet, or secure external website at the Contributor's institution, but not for commercial sale or for any systematic external distribution by a third party (e.g., a listserve or database connected to a public access server). Prior to publication, the Contributor must include the following notice on the preprint: "This is a preprint of an article accepted for publication in [Journal title]  copyright (year) (copyright owner as specified in the Journal)". After publication of the Contribution by Wiley, the preprint notice should be amended to read as follows: "This is a preprint of an article published in [include the complete citation information for the final version of the Contribution as published in the print edition of the Journal]", and should provide an electronic link to the Journal's WWW site, located at the following Wiley URL: http://www.interscience.Wiley.com/. The Contributor agrees not to update the preprint or replace it with the published version of the Contribution."
Self-Archiving Status:
Ambiguous classification Author can archive in personal/institutional website Author can archive pre-print (i.e. pre-refereeing) Notes:
The 'granting back' of preprint rights is questionable -this may depend on when during the article consideration process CTA is signed by author. The interpretation of the "external systematic distribution" varies as some publishers such as Taylor and Francis also use it but don't appear to include institutional or subject repositories therein. appointed which will make its final report mid-2006 mid- (AALL, 2005b , and at least one member of this committee has been experimenting with self-archiving in the Duke University institutional repository (Danner, 2004) .
The dLIST Journals Directory (web-accessible database) is meant to be a tangible product of this work along with analysis of non-ISI ranked LIS journals; although they are not legal opinions or analyses, we hope that the learned societies and professional associations who publish journals and LIS journal publishers will consider supporting self-archiving and thereby leading the scholarly communication innovation in a multi and inter disciplinary field like LIS more explicitly. We also plan to encourage scholars to consult the directory prior to self-archiving in dLIST. Public release of the dLIST Journals Directory is expected to be in Spring 2006 after a period of testing.
Discussion
Summarizing, the major findings are: 1) 62%, a majority of ISI-ranked LIS journals do not make their CTAs publicly available, 2) irrespective of the CTA, there is a high level of ambiguity, 67%, on the part of many publishers, most of which is neither negative nor prohibitive towards self-archiving, and (English, 2005) . Although ASIS&T is not considered a major association (in terms of size and in comparison with the ALA, for example) its publications, many of which are ISI-ranked, are considered the most prestigious by LIS academic authors. Importantly, the society successfully represents the multidisciplinary and cognate Information Sciences. There is a leadership opportunity for ASIS&T to shape the future of the field's scholarly journal publishing in the digital scholarly communication environment.
In discussing the future of scholarly journal publishing, Oppenheim et al (2000, p. 391) Nevertheless, open access to the full-text of LIS refereed research remains elusive, if only because it is multi-disciplinary and interdisciplinary. The multi-disciplinary and interdisciplinary nature of LIS research also means that our OA will need to be pursued strategically. This could be done by building an information commons for LIS that draws from scholarship-friendly publishing practice (ALPSP, 2004) . These principles allow an author to retain rights that are important to them such as reuse and open access and distribution of preprints. The LIS commons thus built may improve public perceptions of the research in the field and also help achieve improvements and economies of scale in our scholarly communication system. Coleman and Roback (2005) have proposed open access federation for LIS, based on digital library aggregation services as a strategy and starting point for accomplishing these goals. Focusing my attention on academic research I offer the following recommendations:
1) Academic LIS scholars must continue to publish in ranked ISI journals but must also consciously adopt and deliberately pursue the complementary strategy of self-archiving in an
OAI-compliant open access archive. They should also use digital repositories as personal digital libraries.
2) A scholarly communication consortium, is needed wherein journal publishers, of all types, work with OAI data and service providers to develop robust, value added subject aggregation services towards building the information commons for LIS. This is a leadership opportunity for the scholarly societies in the LIS professions and disciplines.
Bibliometrics provides the underlying explanatory theory for the prescriptive nature of the recommendations above. In 1989 Wallace pointed out bibliometrics and citation analysis could be useful for accomplishing a "major goal of information science" by "expanding understanding of the ways in which information resources are produced and used, and the ways in which production and use differ among different groups of people." (Wallace, 1989, p. 26 ). In the 1980s citation studies showed us that the scholarly communication system was a much more loosely coupled one than envisioned.
Starting in the 1990s and more so in recent years we are discovering that the system is also becoming unsustainable, in terms of economics, preservation, and information overload. All of these factors apply to the LIS scholarly communication sub-system too. 72% of LIS publications are uncited and although uncitedness does not equal lack of value or use it contributes to the image of LIS as a fragmented discipline (Schwartz, 1997) . Schmidle and Via (2004) 
Conclusion
Copyright and open access can co-exist. The findings tend to confirm this. The majority of the ISIranked LIS journals (90%) do not prohibit self-archiving defined in any way. Of the journals with CTAs (38%), the majority do not prohibit self-archiving as defined for the study: the practice of depositing author postprints in an OAI-compliant open access archive. Even among the 62%, the 32 journals that do not make CTAs publicly available, the majority of the 12 that discuss self-archiving have positive policies encouraging self-archiving. Publishers, it appears, have gained confidence with Internet and electronic publishing. When the preprint or postprint is self-archived publishers would like pointers to the journal home page and full citation after publication or the DOI (document object identifier) link. Authors should be emboldened that very few journals impose embargoes or prohibit self-archiving outright.
Only 52 ISI-ranked journals were investigated in the study. A search using DE=Library and nature of a scholarly communication system distinct from a scholarly publishing one for a multidiscipline such as LIS? Finally, a re-evaluation of the ISI-ranked journals in the LIS category is overdue. In pragmatic terms, the findings, I hope, send an unequivocal message to our societies, the journals, and the research communities. Authors and communities should adopt self-archiving. Journal editors and publishers must continue to make the scholarly journal publishing process more transparent in terms of copyright, explicitly encouraging authors reuse and distribution rights, and facilitating the most liberal interpretation of the fair use principle. They must also follow the dissemination principles recommended by the Association of Learned and Professional Society Publishers for scholarshipfriendly journal publishing practice (ALPSP, 2004) . The field must engage in coordinated experimentation for the development of subject-based, federated, digital library/repository services, an LIS commons. In the process of its development and use we may also trigger more innovative, globally equitable, transparent, and sustainable models for LIS scholarly publishing and communication than the systems we now have in place.
